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volunteers, sustaining our society secured by
their service.

In a greater sense, this day cannot fully
honor America’s veterans who have risked
and sacrificed their lives. But we can resolve
to continue the struggle for freedom that
they made their duty and to dedicate our
lives to ensuring that their valiant efforts shall
never have been in vain.

In order that we may pay due tribute to
those who have served in our Armed Forces,
the Congress has provided (5 U.S.C. 6103(a))
that November 11 of each year shall be set
aside as a legal public holiday to honor Amer-
ica’s veterans.

Now, Therefore, I, William J. Clinton,
President of the United States of America,
do hereby proclaim Thursday, November 11,
1993, as ‘‘Veterans Day.’’ I urge all Ameri-
cans to honor the resolution and commit-
ment of our veterans through appropriate
public ceremonies and private prayers. I also
call upon Federal, State, and local govern-
ment officials to display the flag of the United
States and to encourage and participate in
patriotic activities in their communities. I in-
vite civic and fraternal organizations, church-
es, schools, businesses, unions, and the media
to support this national observance with suit-
able commemorative expressions and pro-
grams.

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand this fifth day of November, in the
year of our Lord nineteen hundred and nine-
ty-three, and of the Independence of the
United States of America the two hundred
and eighteenth.

William J. Clinton

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
11:47 a.m., November 8, 1993]

NOTE: This proclamation was released by the Of-
fice of the Press Secretary on November 9, and
it was published in the Federal Register on No-
vember 9.

Remarks on Endorsements of the
North American Free Trade
Agreement

November 9, 1993

The President. Thank you. Thank you
very much for being here. After what David
and Kathleen said, I’m not sure there’s much
left for me to say. I thought they were ter-
rific, and I thank them for coming, for what
they said, and for putting this issue squarely
where it ought to be: on the questions of
jobs and opportunity for the American peo-
ple.

We asked you to come here today in the
hope that together you would help us to pass
the NAFTA legislation through Congress,
and that if you have questions about this you
could ask them. So I want to basically spend
this time to open the floor to questions to
you. But I would like to make just a few re-
marks if I might by way of introduction.

First of all, it’s important to put this
NAFTA agreement into the larger context of
our Nation’s economic strategy. And it’s im-
portant that I at least tell you from my point
of view how it fits. Our Nation is a churning
cauldron of economic activity now, with a lot
of opportunity being created and a lot of
hardship being developed at the same time.
The world is changing very rapidly. The
American economy is changing very rapidly.
For 20 years the wages of the bottom 60 per-
cent of our work force, more or less, have
been stagnant as people work harder for the
same or lower wages. We know that over the
last 20 years, as we’ve become more and
more enmeshed in the global economy, the
jobs have been changing more rapidly. We
know now that when a person loses a job,
for example, usually a person will find an-
other job, but it’s not the same old job. It
used to be the normal course of events was
you’d have a lay-off, but you wouldn’t just
lose a job. Those things are all changing now.

We know that through the discipline of the
market economy our productivity now is the
highest in the world again in manufacturing
and in many other areas. But we also know
that there’s been a whole lot of reduction
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of employment in many areas to get that
higher productivity, with fewer people pro-
ducing more output. So this is a time of enor-
mous opportunity and enormous insecurity.
We have to have a full-court-press, com-
prehensive economic strategy to achieve
what should be the objective of every Amer-
ican, more jobs and higher growth rates.

In our administration, we began with try-
ing to get the deficit down, trying to drive
interest rates down, and trying to keep infla-
tion down. Those historically low interest
rates have led to literally millions and mil-
lions of people refinancing their home mort-
gages, refinancing their business debt, in-
creasing investment in our country. The re-
sult has been that even though we don’t have
as many jobs as we’d like, the private sector
has produced more jobs in the last 10 months
than in the previous 4 years. And if we can
keep interest rates and inflation down and
investment up, we’re going to have more and
more and more growth. That’s encouraging.

The last budget bill provided special tax
incentives for people to invest in new and
small enterprises where most of the new jobs
are being created. Extended research and de-
velopment tax credits provided for extra in-
centives to convert from these defense tech-
nologies to domestic technologies. We re-
cently took $37 billion worth of high-tech
equipment off the restriction list for export
so we could put American products into play
in the global economy.

But with all of that, no one has shown how
a wealthy country can grow wealthier and
create more jobs unless there is global eco-
nomic growth through trade. There is simply
no evidence that you can do it any other way.
About half America’s growth in the last 7
years has come from trade growth. And the
jobs that are tied to trade, on average, pay
about 17 percent more than jobs which are
totally within the American economy, so that
it is impossible for all these other strategies
to succeed—if by success you mean creating
more jobs, more growth, and higher in-
comes—unless there is a level of global eco-
nomic growth financed through expanded
trade that Americans can take advantage of.
We can’t get there.

So that brings us to NAFTA, and how does
it fit, and why should we do it. This agree-

ment will, as all of you know, lower American
tariffs but will lower Mexican tariffs and
trade barriers more than American tariffs,
because ours are lower anyway. This agree-
ment will help us to gain access to a market
of 90 million people, which has shown a pref-
erence for American products unprece-
dented in all the world. Seventy percent of
all the purchases by Mexican consumers of
foreign products go to American products.
This agreement will unite Canada, Mexico,
and the United States in a huge trading bloc
which will enable us to grow and move to-
gether.

This agreement will also—and this is very
important—produce most of its jobs by ena-
bling us to use the Mexican precedent to go
into the whole rest of Latin America, to have
a trading bloc of well over 700 million peo-
ple, and will also—and I see some of you
in this audience I know who are interested
in this—this agreement, if adopted by the
Congress, will increase the leverage that I,
as your President, will have to get an agree-
ment on the world trade round, the GATT
round, this year with Europe and with Japan
and with the other nations involved because
they will see, ‘‘Well, we want access to that
big Latin American market, and the way to
do it is to adopt a world trade agreement.
We don’t want America to have an over-
whelming preferential treatment in Mexico
and other countries, so we’ll have to give
them more access to our markets in Europe
and Asia.’’

It will also make a statement that America
intends to go charging into the 21st century
still believing we can compete and win and
that we intend to lead the world in expanding
horizons, not in hunkering down. And be-
lieve you me, no one knows quite which way
it will go. This is why the NAFTA agreement
has acquired a symbolic and larger signifi-
cance even than the terms of the agreement,
because we know that if the United States
turns away from open markets and more
trade and competition, how can we then say
to the Europeans and the Japanese they must
open their markets to us, they must continue
to expand? So the stakes here are very large
indeed.

Now, let’s deal with the arguments against
NAFTA. The people who are against it say
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that if this agreement passes, more irrespon-
sible American companies will shut their
doors in America and open doors in Mexico
because the costs are cheaper and this agree-
ment allows them to do that all over the
country. To that I answer the following:
Number one, I was the Governor of a State
for 12 years that had almost 22 percent of
its work force in manufacturing. I saw plants
close and go to Mexico, brought one back
before I left office. I know why they did it.
I know how they did it. I understand the
pressures, particularly on the lower wage
companies with low margins of profit.

But my answer to you is, there is the
maquilladora system now in practice in Mex-
ico. If anybody wants to go down there to
produce for the American market, they can
do that now. And if we defeat NAFTA, they
can continue to do that, and it will be more
likely that they will do that. Why? This is
the nub of the argument: Because clearly,
with the agreements we have on labor com-
mitting Mexico to enforce its own labor code
and make that a part of an international com-
mission on the environment, clearly, we’re
going to raise the cost of production in Mex-
ico. Clearly, when Mexico lowers its domestic
content requirement on automobiles, for ex-
ample, we’ll be able to go from 1,000 to
60,000 American-made cars sold in Mexico
next year. There will be less incentive to go
to Mexico to produce for the American mar-
ket, less incentive, not more.

What does Mexico get out of this then?
What they get out of it is they have 90 million
people there now producing for themselves.
What they want is American investment in
Mexico to hire Mexicans to produce goods
and services for Mexicans so they can grow
their economy from within. Is that bad for
us? No, that’s good for us. Why? Because
the more people down there who have jobs
and the better the jobs are, the more they
can buy American products and the less they
will feel a compulsion to become part of
America’s large immigration problem today.
So that is good for us.

This is very important. I would never
knowingly do anything to hurt the job market
in America. I have spent my entire life, pub-
lic life, trying to deal with the economic
problems of ordinary people. I ran for this

job to alleviate the insecurity, the anxiety, the
anger, the frustration of ordinary Americans.

Tonight there will be a debate that a few
people will watch on television in which, with
a lot of rhetoric, the attempt will be made
to characterize this administration as rep-
resenting elite corporate interests and our
opponent as representing the ordinary work-
ing people. Let me tell you something, this
lady, I wish she were going to be on the de-
bate against Mr. Perot tonight. He wouldn’t
have much of a shot against her because she
so obviously disproves the argument. This is
a debate about what is best for ordinary
Americans.

Look around this room. The rest of us are
going to do fine, aren’t we? Let’s not kid our-
selves. If this thing were to go down, every-
body in this room would figure out some way
to be all right. That’s true, isn’t it? I mean,
most of you are here as influence centers in
your congressional district because you’ll fig-
ure out a way to land on your feet. Unless
the whole country goes down the tubes, most
of you will figure out a way to be innovative
and work around whatever the rules are. We
are doing this because it allows our country
as a whole to expand, to grow, to broaden
its horizons, the people who can’t be here.

You know, it’s an amazing thing. Again I
will say, the resentments, the hurts, the anxi-
eties, the fears that have been poured into
this debate are real and legitimate and de-
serve a response. And we should all recognize
that. You just think how people feel when
they’ve worked for 20 years and they get a
pink slip, and they’re just treated like a dis-
posable can of soda pop. I mean, this is a
tough deal. Think about the Members of
Congress that are being asked to vote for this
agreement when they’ve got 15 percent, 20
percent unemployment in their districts and
they represent these big inner-city neighbor-
hoods or these big, distressed rural areas
where there’s no investment going into their
areas. There are legitimate problems out
there.

What is wrong is that they have made
NAFTA the receptacle of their resentment
instead of seeing it as one step toward alle-
viating the problem. And that is my point,
not that there’s anything wrong with the wor-
ries and the fears and the hurts that are
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brought to this table but that this country
has never, never run from competition, ex-
cept one time, and it helped to bring on the
Great Depression. And with every evolution-
ary stage of the global economy in this cen-
tury, we have always led the effort to broaden
opportunity and always welcomed the rigor
of competition and felt that we could do it.
And we have got to do that again.

So I ask you as earnestly as I can to re-
member that you are speaking for the very
people who may think they’re arguing against
this. This is about what’s going to happen
to our country. There is no evidence, I will
say again, there is no evidence anywhere in
the world that you can create jobs, raise in-
come, and promote growth in an already
wealthy country unless there is global
growth, financed and fueled through ex-
panded trade. There is simply no evidence
for it.

I want to go out to meet with the President
of China and the Prime Minister of Japan
and the heads of all of those Asian countries
and tell them we’re happy to buy their prod-
ucts, they ought to buy more of ours, and
they need to stimulate their economy. I want
to go to the Europeans and say, ‘‘Okay, give
us the world trade agreement. You don’t have
to hunker down and close up. You can ex-
pand, and we’ll do it together.’’ But if we
don’t do this with our closest neighbor, it’s
going to be hard for us to have the credibility
to make the case for the world.

Thank you very much.
Q. Mr. President, one of the concerns of

the United States, as you’re well aware, con-
cerns the potential for job loss. We’ve all
heard how the passage of NAFTA will create
job loss in the United States. I’d like to share
with you a different view, and that is that
the passage of NAFTA will actually create
jobs. I’m with the World Trade Center Asso-
ciation, and we’re actually inundated by re-
quests from our Pacific rim members, asking
us to identify locations in the United States
where, after NAFTA is passed, they can
come in and build industry to protect their
market share in the United States. They see
NAFTA as taking jobs away from the Pacific
basin, and they want to be able to counter
that by coming over to the United States and

actually building industry to satisfy this mar-
ket share.

The President. That’s a good point. You
all heard what he said, didn’t you? He just
said that he’s with the World Trade Center,
and he gets a lot of requests for information
about sites in the United States where people
in Asia would look at putting up operations
to protect their share of the American market
if NAFTA passes.

Let me give you another example, more
indirect, something I think you’ll see a lot
of. Mattel toy factory announced that they
would in all probability move an operation
from China to Mexico and buy all their prod-
ucts of plastic from the United States instead
of from Asia. So there will be an indirect
job benefit there. But there are millions of
these things; it’s incalculable. That’s what al-
ways happens if you decide you’re going to
expand opportunity and growth and then let
the ingenuity of the marketplace work for the
interest of ordinary people.

Let me just say one thing about that. Every
major study but one has predicted a job gain
for NAFTA in the United States. And the
major study that predicted a job loss pre-
dicted it in large measure because they esti-
mated that there would be fewer immigrants
coming into this country and taking jobs here
as a result of it. So that still may not be a
net increase in unemployment. All the others
estimated net job gains.

Now, there obviously will be people who
lose their jobs, as there are today. We’re talk-
ing net. When somebody says there’s a net
job gain of 200,000, you say, ‘‘Well, if you
gain 210 and lose 10, the 10 who lose feel
more pain than the 210 who gain, arguably.’’
What does that mean? That means that this
administration has an obligation, and the
Congress, I want to emphasize has an obliga-
tion and the business community has an obli-
gation to support a legitimate strategy for re-
training all these workers at a high level of
quality in a relevant way and developing a
strategy for investment across this country.
That is what we’re working on. That’s what
we’re going to give the working people.

The other point that needs to be made is
there is no power to protect the people of
this country from the changes sweeping
through the global economy. I mean, the av-
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erage 18-year-old is going to change work
eight times in a lifetime anyway, whatever
we do. But we do have an obligation to help
them, those who are in difficulty, and we will
meet that obligation.

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. As an Afri-
can-American, I have a basic question. As
you know, historically, African-Americans
have experienced high unemployment, lower
pay. In fact, we created the phrase, ‘‘Last
hired, first fired.’’ I would further suggest to
you that we’re probably the most vulnerable
members of this society. Given those set of
facts, I would like to hear your response to
why African-Americans, in general, and Afri-
can-American politicians should support
NAFTA.

The President. African-Americans, in
general, and African-American politicians
should support NAFTA, first of all, because
it means more jobs. Secondly, as we found
when we had our products fair here, it means
opportunities for a lot of small businesses.
As Ms. Kaminiski said, there will be tens of
thousands of small businesses who will be—
and minority entrepreneurs, by and large, are
smaller businesses. They should support it
because anything that increases the job base
of America will help; and finally because,
even though this gentleman is from Utah,
most of the big service industries that will
expand their job base in America because of
the opportunities in Mexico are located in
larger cities and have a substantial percent-
age of their hires coming from the minority
community.

And having said that, let me make one
other point. That will not solve all the prob-
lems. We’ve got a crime bill. We’ve got to
have a family strategy. We’ve got to have a
whole economic strategy for the distressed
areas of this country. We have to have a re-
employment system instead of the unem-
ployment system we’ve got. It will not answer
all of the problems. But it is not an argument
to vote against NAFTA that it doesn’t solve
every problem. In other words, that’s what
the other side’s done. They’ve loaded all of
the problems of the 1980’s onto this NAFTA
vote, which actually makes them better. We
don’t want to get in a position of overclaiming
for it. This doesn’t solve all of the problems

of the American economy, but it does solve
substantial ones that ought to be addressed.

Q. Mr. President, I’m from Texas, and I’m
very concerned about the environment on
the border. How will NAFTA affect the bor-
ders?

The President: It will improve the envi-
ronment on the border. That’s why we’ve
gotten so many environmental organizations
to endorse this. Not all the environmental
groups are for it, but most of the environ-
mental groups that are against it are against
it for something that often happens to pro-
gressives: They’re making the perfect, the
enemy of the good. That is, they think it
ought to be better, but it’s very good.

This agreement, first of all, requires every
nation to enforce its own environmental laws
and can make the failure to do so the subject
of a complaint through the trade system. Sec-
ondly, to support this agreement, the World
Bank has committed about $2 billion in fi-
nancing, and we have agreed to set up a
North American development bank to have
$2 to $3 billion worth of infrastructure
projects in the beginning on both sides of
the border.

So there are substantial environmental
problems associated with maquilladora oper-
ations, substantial. They are significant; they
are real. They affect Mexicans; they affect
Americans. If this trade agreement passes,
this will be the most sweeping environmental
protection ever to be part of a trade agree-
ment, and it will make the environment bet-
ter, not worse. And by the way, it will create
jobs for a lot of people on both sides of the
border in cleaning up the environment, jobs
that won’t happen and environmental clean-
up that won’t happen if we vote it down.

Q. Mr. President, I’m a manufacturer
from the great State of Arkansas. Is there
anything in the agreement that’s going to
keep China from putting in a factory and im-
porting into Mexico and then turning the
goods right straight back to us?

The President. There is nothing in the
agreement that will prohibit other countries
from actually hiring people, but there are
rules of origin. What we do have protection
against, and what we are actually strengthen-
ing now, is using Mexico as a way station to
get around, like, the multifiber agreement,
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which provides a lot of protection to our ap-
parel manufacturers. All the agriculture peo-
ple are concerned about it, too. Everybody
is concerned about the fact that if—well, let
me back up, and for the benefit of everybody
else, let me say this: Most of the trade restric-
tions that Mexico has and most of the restric-
tions we have on them are in the form of
tariffs. Our tariffs don’t amount to much;
they’re 4 percent. Mexican tariffs run be-
tween 10 to 20, by and large. They amount
to much more. So we get a huge break on
the tariff thing.

In the case of apparels and one or two
other things, including some agricultural
products, there are nontariff restrictions, like
the multifiber agreement, that will give Mex-
ico some greater access to the American mar-
ket in apparels. The real problem there
would be—but it’s done over a 10-year pe-
riod, as you know, it’s phased in gradually
over a 10-year period. The real legitimate
problem would be, is if Mexico becomes a
transshipment point for either beef, for jack-
ets, for anything. And I want to be candid
here: One of our big challenges is going to
be to make sure that we have enough cus-
toms officials to stop the abuses that might
happen in transshipment in agricultural and
in the manufacturing sectors of our economy
that are protected by things other than tariffs.
We are working right now on setting up a
special customs department section to do
nothing but that. And I think we’ll be able
to satisfy the American people about it.

Let me make one other comment about
that. There is a big incentive for Mexico not
to let its country become a transshipment
point, which is that under this agreement
anybody who wants to can withdraw from it
with 6 months notice. There’s another big
incentive in this agreement that almost no
one has talked about. The term of art is called
‘‘surge.’’ But basically what it means is, under
this agreement, if there is an unanticipated
adverse impact, bad impact on some sector
of our economy or the Mexican economy, ei-
ther side can raise that and say, ‘‘Listen, we
talked this through, nobody anticipated this
happening; this is terrible.’’ And that portion
of the economy can, in effect, be shielded
for a period of 3 years while we work that
out.

So there are some good protections built
in here from both our side and from their
side against adverse reactions. Again, fairly
unique things, but we owe you a good cus-
toms section, and we’re doing our best to
set it up.

Q. Mr. President, I’ll try not to make this
sound like a speech, but we’ve been weaving
fabrics in central Pennsylvania since 1896.
We have fifth-generation employees. I have
been courted by the State of Mississippi to
move there for years, but we’re not going
to; we’re staying in Pennsylvania. My people
have suffered job loss because of flawed pol-
icy for many, many years. They understand
that NAFTA is the first trade policy that
opens markets for us. They understand the
security that that brings. And I’ve committed
to them to bring back some of those jobs
we’ve lost when Congress approves NAFTA
on the 17th or whenever they make up their
minds to do so. So thank you.

The President. Good for you. Thank you.
Let me just say, I want to emphasize this.

The evidence is, the evidence is clear: We
have seen a productivity increase in the
American manufacturing sector at 4 and 5
percent a year for more than a decade now.
You’d have to look real hard to see any exam-
ple like that of economic improvement of
performance.

Now, why didn’t it manifest itself in eco-
nomic growth? Because one way we got more
productive was we used more machines and
fewer people, we used more technology, and
it takes time for those kinds of changes to
manifest themselves in economic oppor-
tunity. But you just heard him make the
point: The only way you can be both produc-
tive and expand your employment base is if
you got more people to buy your stuff, which
means you either have to raise the incomes
of the jobs of the people in your own country.
And even when you do that, if you’re a
wealthy country, it’s not enough, you have
to have global markets.

I really appreciate what you said, sir.
I can take one more, I think.
Q. Mr. President, will NAFTA allow for

labor organizations to—[inaudible]—its sup-
port, or help labor organizations move into
Mexico and bring the standard of the Mexi-
can labor up?
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The President. Well, let me tell you, let
me answer the question this way: NAFTA
requires Mexico and the United States and
Canada to follow their own labor laws. Mex-
ico has a very good labor code on the book.
But President Salinas would be the first one
to tell you, it has been widely ignored. The
Salinas government has also promised, in ad-
dition—but let me just explain what this
means. It means that if there is evidence that
they are violating their own labor laws, that
that can be the subject of a trade complaint
and can be worked through the trade system
just like putting up a trade barrier.

There is no precedent; no trade agreement
has ever done this before. I know a lot of
my friends in labor say, ‘‘Well, it ought to
be stronger. It ought to have this, that, and
that other thing.’’ There has never been a
country ever willing to subject its labor code
to trade sanctions before, never happened.
So I think it’s a pretty good first step.

The other thing they’ve agreed to do is
to raise their minimum wage on at least an
annual basis as their economy grows. And
their wage structure works just like ours:
When you raise the minimum wage, it bumps
up through the whole system. And their
wages have been growing rather rapidly.

Right now all the basic analyses show—
and this is ultimately the best hope that I
think will happen in the apparel industry over
the next 10 years—is that our productivity
edge is slightly greater than their wage edge.
And if we can keep growing at a normal rate
in terms of productivity—that is, our produc-
tivity is roughly a little over 5 times greater
than theirs and our wage levels on average
are about 5 times higher than theirs. But if
our productivity continues to grow, their
wages are rising much more rapidly than
ours, as they would because they’re on such
a low base. I think over the next 10 years
what their objective is, is to grow into a full
partner, like Canada, where the cost of living
is about the same, the trade is more or less
in balance, but the volume is huge. I mean,
that’s really what our objective ought to be.
Canada has the biggest two-way trade rela-
tionship with the United States of any coun-
try in the world. And it benefits both coun-
tries because both of us have about the same
cost of living.

And what we’ve tried to do is to get this
thing worked out right, including putting the
labor code in there, so that Mexico can’t do
what so many Latin American countries have
done before to kill their economic programs
and their political programs. They’ve given
up on democracy, and they haven’t had the
courage to develop a middle class. This gov-
ernment is committed, I believe, down there
to developing a middle class, and they’ve cer-
tainly done more than any other government
in history to do it. And they can’t do it with-
out observing their labor code.

Q. [Inaudible]—to support strikes and
labor actions?

The President. Yes. That’s what the labor
code requires. Their labor code permits that.
And they’ll have to honor that now or just
be constantly caught up in all these trade ac-
tions. And again I say, I know our friends
and my friends in the labor movement want-
ed Mexico to agree to put the average manu-
facturing wage into the trade agreement. But
you have to understand, they have allowed
us to have a trade agreement that gets into
their internal politics more than any country
in history on the environmental policy and
on labor policy. Also, I will say again, we can
compete with these folks. We can do it. And
I need your help to convince the Congress.
Thank you.

Before I go, let me ask you one more time:
Please personally contact the Members of
Congress about this, whether Republican or
Democrat. This is not a partisan issue, this
is an American issue. I had a little trouble
when I got here, but I’m determined by the
time I leave that we will see economic policy
as a part of our national security and we will
have a bipartisan economic policy, the way
we had to have a bipartisan foreign policy
in the cold war. We have got to do it, and
expanding trade has got to be a part of it.

Thank you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 11:55 a.m. in Room
450 of the Old Executive Office Building. In his
remarks, he referred to David Boyles, senior vice
president of operations and systems, American
Express Travelers Check Group, Salt Lake City,
UT; and Kathleen Kaminiski, co-owner, Triseal
Corp., Chicago, IL.
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Message to the Congress Reporting
on Panamanian Government Assets
November 9, 1993

To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby report to the Congress on devel-
opments since the last Presidential report on
April 21, 1993, concerning the continued
blocking of Panamanian government assets.
This report is submitted pursuant to section
207(d) of the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1706(d).

On April 5, 1990, President Bush issued
Executive Order No. 12710, terminating the
national emergency declared on April 8,
1988, with respect to Panama. While this
order terminated the sanctions imposed pur-
suant to that declaration, the blocking of Pan-
amanian government assets in the United
States was continued in order to permit com-
pletion of the orderly unblocking and trans-
fer of funds that the President directed on
December 20, 1989, and to foster the resolu-
tion of claims of U.S. creditors involving Pan-
ama, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1706(a). The ter-
mination of the national emergency did not
affect the continuation of compliance audits
and enforcement actions with respect to ac-
tivities taking place during the sanctions pe-
riod, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1622(a).

Since the last report, $400,000 has been
unblocked by specific license. Of the approxi-
mately $5.9 million remaining blocked at this
time, some $5.3 million is held in escrow by
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York at
the request of the Government of Panama.
Additionally, approximately $600,000 is held
in commercial bank accounts for which the
Government of Panama has not requested
unblocking. A small residual in blocked re-
serve accounts established under section
565.509 of the Panamanian Transactions
Regulations, 31 CFR 565.509, remains on
the books of U.S. firms pending the final rec-
onciliation of accounting records involving
claims and counterclaims between the firms
and the Government of Panama.

I will continue to report periodically to the
Congress on the exercise of authorities to
prohibit transactions involving property in

which the Government of Panama has an in-
terest, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1706(d).

William J. Clinton

The White House,
November 9, 1993.

Nomination for a Member of the
Board of Directors of the
Communications Satellite
Corporation
November 9, 1993

The President announced today that he in-
tends to nominate Peter S. Knight, a former
top aide to Vice President Gore, to serve on
the Board of Directors of the Communica-
tions Satellite Corporation.

‘‘Peter Knight, through his many years of
work for the Vice President and his private
sector accomplishments, has established
himself as an expert on communications mat-
ters with a solid grasp of business manage-
ment,’’ said the President. ‘‘I think he will
be an outstanding addition to COMSAT’s
board.’’

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Remarks in a Telephone
Conversation With the Vice
President on the NAFTA Debate
November 10, 1993

The President. Hey, how are you?
The Vice President. I’m doing great,

thank you.
The President. Well, you were great last

night.
The Vice President. Well, I appreciate

that.
The President. It was really wonderful.

I was so proud not only of what you said
but of how you said it, kind of appealing to
people’s hopes instead of their fears. It was
terrific, and of course all the results today
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